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DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

10  CFR  Part  205 

Administrative  Procedures  and 
Sanctions;  1980  Interpretations  of  the 
General  Counsel 

AGENCY:  Department  of  Energy. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  interpretations. 

summary:  Attached  as  Appendix  A  are 
interpretations  issued  by  the  Office  of 
General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of 
Energy  under  10  CFR  Part  205,  Subpart 
F,  during  the  period  July  1, 1980  through 
July  31, 1980.  Also  attached  as  Appendix 
B  is  a  rescission  of  Interpretation  1978- 
51,  issued  to  Apco  Oil  Corporation  on 
August  11, 1978.  Appendix  C  identifies 
those  requests  for  interpretation  which 
have  been  dismissed  during  the  same 
period. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Diane  Stubbs,  Office  of  General 
Counsel,  Department  of  Energy,  1000 
Independence  Ave,  S.W.,  Room  5E052, 
Washington,  D.C.  20585  (202)  252-2931 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

Interpretations  issued  pursuant  to  10 


Interpretation  1980-18 

To:  The  Gulf  Companies  (Gulf). 

Regulations  and  Rulings  Interpreted:  10  CFR 
211.11;  211.51;  Rulings  1974-3,  and  1975-8. 
Code:  GCW-AI-Definition  of  Wholesale 
Purchaser-Reseller  and  Transfer  of 
Allocation  Entitlement. 

Facts 

In  1953,  Mr.  J.  E.  Smith  (Smith)  became  a 
distributor  of  motor  gasoline  for  The  Gulf 
Companies  (Gulf)  in  the  Fayetteville, 
Arkansas  area.  This  relationship  existed  for 
25  years  until  a  mutual  cancellation  and 
release  agreement  was  signed  by  the  parties 
on  June  7, 1978.  Under  the  terms  of  that 
agreement,  the  relationship  was  to  terminate 
as  of  August  1, 1978.  On  that  date  Smith  was 
to  vacate  the  bulk  plant  premises  leased  from 
Gulf  from  which  Smith  operated  his 
distributor  business.  After  the  cancellation 
agreement  was  signed,  Smith  filed  suit  to 
contest  the  agreement.  Smith  v.  Gulf,  No.  78- 
5055  (W.  D.  Ark.  September  27, 1979).  A 
settlement  of  the  law  suit  was  negotiated 
after  the  conclusion  of  the  opening 
arguments,  calling  for  Smith  to  vacate  the 
premises  leased  from  Gulf  by  November  19, 
1978,  and  to  sell  to  Gulf  all  personal  property, 
included  supplies,  equipment,  furniture  and 
motor  vehicles,  used  by  Smith  exclusively  in 


CFR  Part  205,  Subpart  F,  are  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  in  accordance 
with  the  editorial  and  classification 
criteria  set  forth  in  42  FR  7923  (February 
8, 1977),  as  modified  in  42  FR  46270 
(September  15, 1977). 

These  interpretations  depend  for  their 
authority  on  the  accuracy  of  the  factual 
statement  used  as  a  basis  for  the 
interpretation  (10  CFR  205.84(a)(2))  and 
may  be  rescinded  or  modified  at  any 
time  (§  205.85(d)).  Only  the  persons  to 
whom  interpetations  are  addressed  and 
other  persons  upon  whom 
interpretations  are  served  are  entitled  to 
rely  on  them  (§  205.85(c)).  An 
interpretation  is  modified  by  a 
subsequent  amendment  to  the  regulation 
or  ruling  to  the  extent  that  the 
interpretation  is  inconsistent  with  the 
amended  regulation  or  ruling 
(§  205.85(e)).  The  interpretations 
published  below  are  not  subject  to 
administrative  appeal. 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.  September  3, 
1980. 

Lona  L.  Feldman, 

Acting  Assistant  General  Counsel  for 
Interpretations  and  Rulings. 


his  business.  The  agreement  expressly  left 
open  the  issue  as  to  whether  Smith  would 
thereafter  be  entitled  to  receive  an  allocation 
of  motor  gasoline  from  Gulf. 

After  leaving  the  Gulf  bulk  plant,  Smith  has 
continued  to  receive  his  base  period 
allocations  of  motor  gasoline  from  Gulf,  and 
he  has  supplied  many  of  his  former  customers 
through  a  cooperative  arrangement  with 
Robertson  Oil  Company  (Robertson),  also 
located  in  Fayetteville,  Arkansas.1 
Commercial  carriers  receive  Smith’s  gasoline 
after  payment  in  advance  by  Smith  to  Gulf  at 
a  local  pipeline  and  transport  it  either 
directly  to  Smith’s  customers  or  to  bulk  plant 
located  several  miles  from  the  Gulf  plant 
where  Smith  formerly  conducted  his 
business.  Smith  maintains  an  office  at 
Robertson's  terminal  where  he  manages  his 
business  and  determines  the  prices  to  be  paid 
for  gasoline  by  his  customers.  Smith  uses 
Robertson's  trucks  and  drivers  for  delivery  of 
gasoline  from  Robertson's  terminal  and  in 
some  instances  the  drivers  perform  service 
functions  for  Smith’s  accounts.  Some  of 
Smith's  customers  pay  the  truck  drivers 


1  Among  the  customers  which  Smith  has  not 
retained  after  relocating  his  business  are  several 
Gulf  service  stations  which,  according  to  Gulf,  now 
purchase  Gulf  gasoline  from  the  current  lessee  of 
Gulfs  bulk  plant  in  Fayetteville. 


directly  upon  delivery  and  others  are  billed 
for  the  product  after  delivery,  typically  on 
invoices  of  Robertson  Oil  Company.  Smith 
has  made  no  capital  contribution  to 
Robertson’s  business  and  does  not 
participate  in  any  accounts  other  than  his 
own.  He  compensates  Robertson  for  the  use 
of  his  facilities  and  the  other  support 
functions  described  herein  by  a  cents-per- 
gallon  payment  relating  to  revenues  received 
from  Smith’s  customers. 

Gulf  now  supplies  gasoline  to  both  Smith 
and  to  a  new  Gulf  distributor  who  has 
replaced  him  at  Gulfs  Fayetteville  bulk 
terminal.  Gulf  filed  this  request  for 
interpretation  to  confirm  its  view  that  it  no 
longer  has  any  supply  obligation  to  Smith.  In 
an  effort  to  limit  its  supply  obligations  to  the 
current  lessee  of  its  terminal,  Gulf  contends 
that  Smith  is  not  entitled  to  his  base  period 
allocation  of  motor  gasoline  because,  by 
vacating  the  Gulf  premises  and  selling  the 
equipment  used  in  the  business,  Smith  has 
“gone  out  of  business”  pursuant  to  10  CFR 
211.11  (a)  and  (c).  Gulf  further  contends  that 
Smith’s  supplying  customers  from 
Robertson’s  terminal  constitutes  a  new 
business  as  an  unbranded  jobber  and  Gulfs 
supply  obligation  does  not  transfer  to  that 
new  business.  Smith  points  out  that  he  has 
been  a  distributor  of  motor  gasoline  for  25 
years  and  in  recent  months  has  continued  to 
supply  some  of  his  customers  without  the  use 
of  the  Gulf  facility.  He  argues  that  under  the 
Mandatory  Petroleum  Allocation  Regulations 
he  has  not  ceased  to  do  business  and,  as  a 
wholesale  purchaser-reseller,  is  entitled  to 
continue  to  receive  his  allocation 
entitlements  from  Gulf. 

Issue 

Is  Smith,  a  former  distributor  of  motor 
gasoline  for  Gulf,  entitled  to  receive  an 
allocation  of  motor  gasoline  from  Gulf  after 
the  termination  of  his  distributorship,  the 
relocation  of  his  business  to  a  new  site,  and 
changes  in  the  method  of  operating  his 
business? 

Interpretation 

For  the  reasons  given  below,  the 
Department  of  Energy  (DOE)  has  determined 
that  under  the  Mandatory  Petroleum 
Allocation  Regulations  in  10  CFR  Part  211 
Smith  was  entitled  to  an  allocation  of  motor 
gasoline  during  the  period  his  distributorship 
agreement  with  Gulf  was  in  effect,  and  Gulf, 
as  his  base  period  supplier,  is  required  to 
continue  to  supply  Smith  after  the 
termination  of  that  agreement  and  the 
relocation  of  his  ongoing  business.2 

To  be  entitled  to_a  supply  of  motor 
gasoline,  Smith  must  be  found  to  be  a 
wholesale  purchaser-reseller.  That  term  is 


2 10  CFR  211.9(a)(1)  reads  as  follows:  (a)  Supplier/ 
wholesale  purchaser  relationship.  (1)  Each  supplier 
of  an  allocated  product  shall  supply  all  wholesale 
purchaser-resellers  and  all  wholesale  purchaser- 
consumers  which  purchased  or  obtained  that 
allocated  product  from  that  supplier  during  the  base 
period  as  specified  in  Subparts  D  through  K  of  this 
part. 


Appendix  A— Interpretations 


No. 

To 

Date 

Category 

File  No. 

1980-18  . 

.  July  22 . 

A-384 

1980-19 . 

. .  Concord  Oil  Companies.  Inc . 

.  July  28 . 

...  Price . 

A-520 

1980-20  . 

.  U  S.  Steel  Corn . . . 

.  July  31 . 

...  Allocation . 

A-493 
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defined  as  follows  in  10  CFR  211.51  of  the 
Mandatory  Petroleum  Allocation  Regulations: 

"Wholesale  purchaser-reseller”  means  any 
firm  which  purchases,  receives  through 
transfer,  or  otherwise  obtains  (as  by 
consignment)  an  allocated  product  and 
resells  or  otherwise  transfers  it  to  other 
purchasers  without  substantially  changing  its 
form. 

While  the  operative  agreement  between 
Smith  and  Gulf  do  not  chacterize  Smith  as  a 
“wholesale  purchaser-reseller,”  it  is  clear 
that  as  Gulf  8  distributor,  he  functioned  in 
that  capacity.  Ruling  1975-8,  40  FR  30037  (July 
17, 1975).  Indeed,  nowhere  in  its  request  for 
interpretation  does  Gulf  deny  that  it  had  a 
supply  obligation  to  Smith  during  the  period 
his  distributorship  agreement  was  in  effect. 

Gulf  now  seeks,  however,  to  divest  Smith 
of  his  entitlement  to  an  allocation  on  the 
grounds  that  he  has  failed  to  maintain  an 
ongoing  business  and  has  gone  out  of 
business  under  10  CFR  211.11  (a)  and  (c) 
which  provide  as  follows: 

(a)  Basis  of  entitlement.  A  wholesale 
purchaser  or  an  end-user  entitled  to  an 
allocation  level  shall  receive  an  allocation 
based  on  its  conduct  of  an  ongoing  business 
or  maintenance  of  an  established  end- 
use  *  *  *. 

***** 

(c)  Loss  of  allocation  entitlement  for  going 
out  of  business.  Wholesale  purchasers  and 
end-users  which  have  gone  out  of  business 
shall  not  be  eligible  for  allocations  based  on 
volumes  received  or  purchases  made  prior  to 
going  out  of  business.  (Emphasis  added.) 

In  support  of  its  contention  that  its  supply 
obligation  has  been  extinguished,  Gulf 
implies  that  it  was  Smith’s  intention  to  go  out 
of  business  when  he  agreed  to  terminate  the 
Gulf  lease  and  to  vacate  its  bulk  plant.  Gulf 
points  out  that  at  that  time,  Smith  sold  his 
inventory  to  Gulf  along  with  most  of  the 
equipment  used  in  his  business.  Gulf  also 
maintains  that  any  sales  by  Smith  of  its 
gasoline  on  an  unbranded  basis  from 
Robertson’s  plant  represents  a  new  business 
rather  than  conduct  of  "an  ongoing  business” 
and  that  the  changes  in  the  method  of 
operating  Smith’s  business  also  support  this 
conclusion.  The  principal  facts  which 
buttress  the  line  of  argument  espoused  by 
Gulf  are  that  gasoline  is  now  delivered  to 
Smith’s  customers  in  Robertson’s  trucks, 
some  customers  pay  Robertson's  drivers 
directly  or  are  billed  after  receipt  of  product 
on  Robertson’s  invoices  and,  presumably  as  a 
consequence,  some  of  Smith’s  customers 
apparently  believe  that  Robertson  Oil 
Company,  rather  than  Smith,  is  now  their 
supplier. 

These  facts  do  not  support  the  conclusion 
that  Smith  went  out  of  business  when  he 
vacated  Gulfs  plant.  Far  from  abandoning  his 
business  as  a  jobber,  Smith  has,  following  the 
termination  of  his  franchise,  simply  found  an 
alternate  site  and  means  to  continue  the 
ongoing  business  of  supplying  some  of  his 
traditional  customers.  Aided  by  Robertson’s 
clerical  assistance,  transportation  and  other 
support  services,  Smith  continues  to  manage 
his  own  business  and  holds  exclusive  title  to 
the  gasoline  he  sells,  all  the  way  from  his 
supplier  to  his  customers.  Robertson  has  no 
interest  in  Smith's  business  other  than  the 


right  to  compensation  on  a  per-gallon  basis 
for  support  services  rendered.  Neither  the 
sale  of  Gulf  gasoline  on  an  unbranded  rather 
than  a  branded  basis  by  Smith,  nor  the 
apparent  misperception  on  the  part  of  a  few 
of  Smith’s  customers,  that  Robertson  Oil 
Company  is  their  supplier,  is  sufficient  to 
demonstrate  a  cessation  of  Smith’s  “ongoing 
business”  necessary  to  release  Gulf  from  its 
supply  obligation  to  Smith  under  10  CFR 
211.9. s  Ruling  1974-3,  39  FR  4467  (February  1, 
1974)  provides  the  following  standard  with 
respect  to  termination  of  the  supplier- 
purchaser  relationship: 

Unless  the  historical  purchaser  lias 
completely  abandoned  his  original  ongoing 
business  or  conveyed  it  to  a  third  party,  he 
continues  to  have  the  right  to  an  allocation 
from  his  historical  supplier  even  though  (1) 
the  supplier  ceased  supplying  the  purchaser 
since  the  base  period,  (2)  the  supplier 
terminated  a  franchise  or  lease  agreement 
with  the  purchaser  since  the  base  period,  or 
(3)  the  purchaser  has  moved  the  location  of 
his  ongoing  business  to  other  premises  since 
the  base  period.  (Emphasis  added.) 

Gulf  also  cites  10  CFR  211.11(d)  in  support 
of  its  contention  that  Smith's  entitlement  to 
an  allocation  does  not  follow  him  to  the  new 
site.  Section  211.11(d)  provides  in  relevant 
part  as  follows: 

.  .  .  The  right  to  an  allocation  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  transferred  only  when 
the  entire  business  or  activity  of  the  firm  is 
transferred  to  a  successor  firm.  (Emphasis 
added.) 

While  Smith's  successor  at  Gulfs  bulk  plant 
in  Fayetteville  now  serves  some  of  his  former 
customers,  Smith  continues  an  ongoing 
business  as  noted  above.  Inasmuch  as  there 
has  been  no  transfer  of  "the  entire  business 
or  activity”  of  Smith’s  firm  to  a  successor 
firm,  Smith  does  not  forfeit  his  entitlement  to 
an  allocation  under  §  211.11(d). 

The  settlement  negotiated  by  the  parties 
cancelling  Smith’s  lease  and  consignment 
agreements  does  not  dictate  a  contrary  result. 
While  it  is  true  that  the  settlement 
stipulations  provide  for  the  sale  of  most  of 
Smith’s  equipment  to  Gulf  as  well  as  the 
reversion  of  its  bulk  plant,  they  do  not  bar 
Smith  from  securing  other  equipment  and 
continuing  his  business  from  another  site. 
Indeed,  the  possibility  of  Smith’s  continuing 
his  operations  is  maintained  in  Stipulation 
No.  5  of  the  agreement  which  provides  as 
follows: 

The  parties  are  in  dispute  as  to  the  extent, 
if  any,  to  which  Smith  is  entitled  to  gasoline 
allocations  under  the  current  law,  and  that 
issue  is  not  hereby  resolved  but  rather  is  to 
be  here-after  determined  in  accordance  with 
applicable  law. 

Accordingly,  Smith  did  not  lose  the  right  to 
receive  his  base  period  allocation  of  motor 
gasoline  as  a  result  of  the  termination  of  the 


3  Even  changes  in  brand  name  of  a  purchaser  do 
not  terminate  the  supplier-purchaser  relationship. 
Section  211.9(c)  expressly  provides  that  “the 
supplier/purchaser  relationships  required  by  this 
part .  .  .  shall  not  be  altered  by  .  .  .  changes  in  the 
brand  or  franchise  under  which  a  wholesale 
purchaser-reseller  maintains  its  on-going  business." 
See  Green  belt  Consumer  Services  Inc., 
Interpretation  1974-7,  42  FR  25651  (May  18, 1977). 


distributorship  and  lease  agreements  and  the 
relocation  of  his  business  to  a  new  site.4 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  July  22, 

1980. 

Lona  L.  Feldman, 

Acting  Assistant  General  Counsel  for 
Interpretations  and  Rulings. 

Interpretation  1980-19 

To:  Concord  Oil  Company,  Inc. 

Regulations  Interpreted:  10  CFR  205.202, 

210.62(a)  212.83 

Code:  GCW-AI-PI — Part  212,  Subpart  E; 

Normal  Business  Practices 

Facts 

Concord  Oil  Company,  Inc.  (Concord)  is  a 
wholesale  purchaser-reseller  of  motor 
gasoline,  subject  to  the  Mandatory  Petroleum 
Allocation  and  Price  Regulations,  10  CFR  Part 
211.  On  December  12, 1969  Concord  entered 
into  a  motor  gasoline  supply  contract  with 
Gulf  Oil  Company  (Gulf).  Under  the  terms  of 
the  contract  in  effect  on  May  15, 1973, 
Concord  could  purchase  880,000  gallons  of 
motor  gasoline  a  year  from  Gulf,  with 
payment  due  30  days  from  the  date  of  the 
invoice.  Accordingly,  Gulf  and  Concord  have 
a  supplier-purchaser  relationship  for  the 
supply  of  motor  gasoline  because  of  the 
continuing  purchases  of  gasoline  by  Concord 
from  Gulf  since  1969,  including  the  original 
and  updated  base  period  for  motor  gasoline 
use,  pursuant  to  10  CFR  211.9,  211.10,  211.11, 
211.12  and  211.102. 

As  a  result  of  Department  of  Energy  (DOE) 
assignments  and  corresponding  upward 
certifications,  the  volume  of  motor  gasoline 
purchased  by  Concord  has  increased 
substantially.  In  the  year  1976  Concord 
purchased  over  8  million  gallons  of  motor 
gasoline.  At  the  end  of  that  year  Gulf 
purported  to  change  the  terms  of  sale.  Under 
the  new  terms,  Gulf  required  Concord  to 
make  payment  on  the  twentieth  day  of  the 
month  for  gasoline  delivered  and  invoiced 
between  the  first  and  tenth  days  of  the 
month;  on  the  thirtieth  day  of  the  month  for 
gasoline  delivered  and  invoiced  between  the 
eleventh  and  twentieth  days  of  the  month; 
and  on  the  tenth  day  of  the  following  month 
for  gasoline  delivered  and  invoiced  between 
the  twenty-first  and  thirty-first  days  of  the 
month.  Concord  agreed  to  this  change, 
although  Concord  claims  its  agreement  was 
obtained  under  duress.  Thus,  Gulf  no  longer 
allows  Concord  30  days  from  the  date  of  the 
invoice  in  which  to  make  payment,  as  was 
done  on  May  15, 1973.  Rather,  Gulf  now 
allows  Concord  no  more  than  ten  days  from 
the  invoice  date  to  make  payment  in  full  to 
Gulf. 


4  Gulf  contends  that  even  if  DOE  determines  that 
Smith  is  entitled  to  a  continuing  allocation  of  motor 
gasoline  from  Gulf,  Smith's  allocation  should  be  less 
than  his  base  period  volume  since  he  no  longer 
supplies  a  number  of  his  base  period  accounts. 
Smith,  however,  remains  legally  obligated  to  supply 
his  base  period  customers,  and  his  allocation  may 
not  therefore  be  reduced.  Although  Guif  claims  that 
it  must  now  supply  several  branded  Gulf  stations 
which  were  Smith’s  former  customers  through  the 
current  lessee  of  its  Fayetteville  bulk  terminal,  it 
does  not  state  the  factual  or  regulatory  basis  for 
that  contention,  and  this  interpretation  does  not 
reach  that  issue. 
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Gulf  submitted  comments  concerning  the 
Concord  request.  In  those  comments,  Gulf 
asserts  that  its  change  in  payment  terms  was 
based  upon  Concord’s  exceeding  its  “line  of 
credit"  due  to  the  increased  volume  of  its 
purchases  and  the  increased  price  of  motor 
gasoline.  The  “line  of  credit”  was  an  internal 
Gulf  policy  to  which  no  reference  was  made 
in  the  contract  signed  by  the  parties  in  1969 
or  in  any  written  agreements  entered  into  on 
or  before  May  15, 1973,  by  Gulf  and  Concord. 
It  should  be  noted  that  Concord  asserts  that  it 
was  not  even  aware  of  any  credit  limitation 
until  Gulf  notified  the  firm  at  the  end  of  1976 
that  it  had  been  exceeded.5 

Gulf  asserts  that  there  is  no  provision 
under  the  Mandatory  Petroleum  Allocation 
and  Price  Regulations  that  compels  it  to 
increase  Concord's  “line  of  credit,"  as 
requested  by  Concord,  even  if  the  refusal  to 
do  so  has  the  practical  effect  of  requiring 
Concord  to  make  payments  prior  to  the  due 
date  under  the  former  payment  schedule.  Gulf 
argues  that  the  amount  of  a  customer’s  “line 
of  credit"  is  not  a  component  of  the  normal 
business  practices  rule  of  §  210.62(a).  In 
addition.  Gulf  argues  that  if  Gulf  were 
required  to  accept  Concord's  determination 
of  the  “line  of  credit"  to  be  extended  by  Gulf, 
that  occurrence  would  deviate  from  Gulfs 
normal  credit  practices.® 

Issue 

Do  the  provisions  of  §  210.62(a)  allow  Gulf 
to  change  the  terms  of  sale  from  those  in 
effect  on  May  15, 1973,  which  required 
payment  30  days  from  the  invoice  date,  to  a 
more  frequent  payment  schedule? 

Interpretation 

For  the  reasons  set  forth  below,  Gulf  has 
improperly  applied  the  provisions  of 
§  210.62(a)  by  changing  the  payment  schedule 
in  its  sales  of  motor  gasoline  to  Concord  from 
the  one  in  effect  on  May  15, 1973. 

Section  210.62(a)  provides  in  pertinent 
part: 1 7 

(a)  Suppliers  will  deal  with  purchasers  of 
an  allocated  product  according  to  normal 
business  practices  in  effect  during  the  base 
period  specified  in  Part  211  for  that  allocated 
product,  and  no  supplier  may  modify  any 
normal  business  practice  so  as  to  result  in  the 
circumvention  of  any  provision  of  this 
chapter  .  .  .  Credit  terms  other  than  those 


5  Gulf  states  that  Concord's  "line  of  credit”  on 
May  15, 1973  was  $25,000,  and  in  1977  it  was  raised 
to  $300,000.  In  the  fall  of  1979.  due  to  the  increases 
in  price  and  volume  of  motor  gasoline  purchased  by 
Concord  (over  17  million  gallons  in  1979),  Concord 
was  required  by  Gulf  to  pay  its  invoices  on  the  day 
they  were  received,  or  even  before  they  were 
received  by  Concord  because  the  “line  of  credit” 
had  already  been  exceeded.  Concord  requested  that 
Gulf  increase  its  “line  of  credit"  to  allow  Concord  to 
meet  the  payment  schedule  established  at  the  end  of 
1976.  Gulf  increased  the  "line  of  credit"  to  $600,000 
effective  January  1, 1980. 

6  Gulf  has  not  alleged  that  Concord  is  financially 
unable  to  arrange  proper  payment  for  the  motor 
gasoline  sold  by  Gulf  to  Concord  nor  has  Gulf 
alleged  that  Concord  has  moved  to  a  new  class  of 
purchaser  because  of  increased  volume. 

7  In  Marathon  Oil  Co.  v.  FEA.  547  F.2d  1140 

(TECA1976),  the  authority  of  the  Federal  Energy 

Administration  (FEA)  and  its  successor,  the  DOE,  to 
regulate  credit  terms  incident  to  the  Mandatory 

Petroleum  Price  Regulations  was  upheld. 


associated  with  seasonal  credit  programs  are 
included  a9  a  part  of  the  May  15, 1973  price 
charged  to  a  class  of  purchaser  under  Part 
212  of  this  Chapter.  Nothing  in  this  paragraph 
shall  be  construed  to  require  suppliers  to  sell 
to  purchasers  who  do  not  arrange  proper 
credit  or  payment  for  allocated  products,  as 
customarily  associated  with  that  class  of 
purchaser  .  .  .  on  May  15, 

1973  .  .  .  However,  no  supplier  may  require 
or  impose  more  stringent  credit  terms  or 
payment  schedules  on  purchasers  than  those 
in  effect  for  that  class  of  purchaser  ...  on 
May  15. 1973.  .  .  . 

In  the  present  case,  on  May  15, 1973 
Concord  had  30  days  from  the  invoice  date  in 
which  to  make  payment  to  Gulf  for  the 
gasoline  which  the  firm  purchased.  At  the 
end  of  1976  Gulf  required  Concord  to  make 
payment  for  its  purchases  on  a  more  frequent 
schedule  than  once  every  30  days.  Section 
210.62(a)  prevents  the  imposition  of  a  more 
stringent  payment  schedule  on  purchasers 
than  was  in  effect  on  May  15, 1973.  Thus, 
Gulfs  May  15, 1973  payment  schedule  with 
Concord  may  not  be  modified  to  impose  a 
more  stringent  payment  schedule  upon 
Concord,  since  such  a  modification  would 
result  in  the  circumvention  of  the  Mandatory 
Petroleum  Allocation  and  Price  Regulations 
in  violation  of  §  210.62(a) 8 

In  its  comments  to  Concord’s  submission, 
Gulf  states  that  it  altered  Concord’s  payment 
schedule  only  after  the  firm  exceeded  a  line 
of  credit  established  for  the  firm  by  Gulf.  Gulf 
argues  that  Concord’s  line  of  credit  was 
never  part  of  its  express  contractual 
arrangement  with  Gulf  and  therefore  is  not 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  §  210.62(a). 

Whether  or  not  its  assertion  that  the  line  of 
credit  established  for  Concord  on  May  15, 
1973,  was  a  normal  business  practice  under 
§  210.62(a),  Gulf  miscontrues  its  line  of  credit 
policy  as  analogous  to  its  payment  schedule 
policy.  In  the  present  case,  the  amount  of 
credit  which  Gulf  extends  to  Concord,  is  not 
in  question;  rather,  the  question  involves  only 
Gulfs  alteration  of  Concord’s  payment 
schedule.  A  30-day  payment  schedule  was  in 
effect  between  Gulf  and  Concord  on  May  15, 
1973.  Gulf  may  not  change  that  payment 
schedule  under  the  guise  of  Concord’s  having 
exceeded  a  varying  “line  of  credit." 

Accordingly,  §  210.62(a)  prohibits  Gulfs 
modification  of  Concord’s  payment  schedule 
for  the  sale  of  motor  gasoline. 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  July  28, 

1980. 

Lona  L.  Feldman, 

Acting  Assistant  General  Counsel  for 
Interpretations  and  Rulings. 

Interpretation  1980-20 
To:  United  States  Steel  Corporation 
Regulations  Interpreted:  10  CFR  211.9,  211.11, 
211.51,  211.82,  211.83;  Ruling  1974-3 


8  It  should  be  noted  that  if  Concord  deviates 
substantially  from  the  payment  schedule  or  fails  to 
pay  Gulf  for  motor  gasoline,  Gulf  may  be  permitted, 
with  DOE  approval,  to  either  terminate  the 
relationship  or  alter  its  credit  terms.  See  Yellow 
Cab.  Co.;  Gulf  Oil  Co.,  Interpretation  1978-57,  43  FR 
46517  (October  10, 1978);  Mack  C.  Colt,  Inc., 
Interpretation  1978-56.  43  FR  40209  (September  11, 
1978). 


Code:  GCW-AI — Part  211,  Subpart  D; 

Supplier/Purchaser  Relationship; 

Transfer  of  Allocation  Entitlement 

Facts 

The  United  States  Steel  Corporation  (U.S. 
Steel)  purchased  the  Pasadena  ethylene  plant 
in  Huston,  Texas,  from  the  Atlantic  Richfield 
Company  (ARCO),  a  major,  integrated 
petroleum  company,  in  January  1979.  ARCO 
had  operated  this  plant  until  November  1977, 
using  as  a  feedstock  propane  which  it 
obtained  from  the  Shell  Oil  Company  (Shell) 
under  an  allocation  provided  pursuant  to  the 
Mandatory  Petroleum  Allocation 
Regulations.9  ARCO  “mothballed”  the 
Pasadena  plant  in  November  1977  when  it  put 
into  operation  two  new  ethylene  plants  in  the 
Houston  area, 10  which  can  use  gas  liquids, 
including  propane,  as  feedstock  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  Pasadena  plant.  However, 
ARCO  has  purchased  no  propane  from  Shell 
since  it  stopped  operating  the  Pasadena 
plant,  apparently  using  naphtha  and  middle 
distillates  instead  as  the  primary  feedstocks 
for  its  new  ethylene  plants.  Each  of  the  new 
ARCO  plants  has  roughtly  double  the  output 
capacity  of  the  Pasadena  plant  and,  as  was 
the  case  with  the  ethylene  produced  at  the 
Pasadena  plant,  some  of  the  ethylene 
produced  at  the  new  ARCO  plants  is 
consumed  by  ARCO  in  its  own  operations 
and  the  rest  is  marketed  to  various 
purchasers. 

In  its  request  for  interpretation,  U.S.  Steel 
contends  that  at  the  time  of  the  transfer  of 
the  Pasadena  ethylene  plant  to  U.S.  Steel, 
ARCO  had  a  right  to  an  allocation  of  propane 
from  Shell  based  on  ARCO’s  base  period 
consumption  of  propane  at  that  specific  plant. 
U.S.  Steel  contends  that  as  the  purchaser  of 
the  Pasadena  plant  it  is  entitled  to  that 
allocation. 

Shell  has  submitted  comments  in 
opposition  to  U.S.  Steel's  request  for 
interpretation,  arguing  that  ARCO  lost  its 
right  to  an  allocation  of  propane  from  Shell 
by  closing  the  Pasadena  plant  in  November 
1977  and  not  purchasing  propane  from  Shell 
since  that  time.  Furthermore,  Shell  argues 
that  even  if  ARCO  retains  an  entitlement  to 
an  allocation  of  propane  from  Shell  based  on 
ARCO’s  base  period  consumption  of  that 
product  at  the  Pasadena  plant  despite  not 
purchasing  propane  from  Shell  nor  operating 
the  Pasadena  plant  since  November  1977,  the 
allocation  could  not  have  been  transferred 
from  ARCO  to  U.S.  Steel  by  the  sale  of  the 
Pasadena  ethylene  plant  because  that  sale 
did  not  constitute  the  transfer  of  “the  entire 
business  or  activity  of  the  firm”  which  is 
necessary  for  an  entitlement  to  an  allocation 
to  be  transferred  under  10  CFR  211.11(d). 

Issue 

Does  U.S.  Steel  succeed  to  an  entitlement 
to  an  allocation  of  propane  based  upon  its 
purchase  of  the  Pasadena  plant? 


9  ARCO  purchased  propane  from  Shell  during  the 
base  period  for  propane,  defined  in  §  211.82  as 
“each  calendar  quarter  during  the  period  April  1, 
1972,  through  March  31, 1973,  which  corresponds  to 
the  present  calendar  quarter," 

10  The  new  ARCO  ethylene  plants  are  located  in 
Channelview,  Texas,  approximately  15  miles  from 
the  Pasadena  plant. 
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Interpretation 

For  the  reasons  set  forth  below,  U.S.  Steel 
does  not  succeed  to  ARCO’s  entitlement  to 
an  allocation  of  propane  based  on  ARCO’s 
base  period  use  of  propane  at  the  Pasadena 
plant  because  the  transfer  of  that  plant  by 
ARCO  to  U.S.  Steel  did  not  transfer  the  right 
to  receive  an  allocation  under  10  CFR 
211.11.“ 

Under  10  CFR  211.9(a)  each  supplier  of  an 
allocated  product  must  supply  all  wholesale 
purchasers  12  that  purchased  or  obtained  that 
allocated  product  from  that  supplier  during 
the  base  period,  as  specified  in  10  CFR  Part 
211,  Subparts  D  through  K.  Under  §  211.9(b) 
each  supplier  of  an  allocated  product  shall 
also  supply,  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable,  all  end-users  that  purchased  the 
allocated  product  from  that  supplier  as  of 
January  15, 1974,  and  which  are  entitled  to  an 
allocation  level  under  the  provisions  of 
Subparts  D  through  K.  Rules  governing  the 
allocation  of  propane  are  contained  in  10  CFR 
Part  211,  Subpart  D.  Allocation  levels  for 
propane  and  other  natural  gas  liquids  are 
provided  for  certain  specified  uses  as  set 
forth  within  that  Subpart  in  §  211.83.  Under 
that  section,  wholesale  purchaser-consumers 
and  end-users  receive  allocation  levels  of 
propane  equal  to  their  base  period  use, 
subject  to  reduction  by  application  of  an 
allocation  fraction,  for  their  consumption  of 
that  product  for  “petrochemical  feedstock 
and  process  fuel  use"  and  for  "other 
industrial  use.”  Consumption  of  propane  to 
produce  ethylene  generally  qualifies  for 
either  of  these  priority  uses.  See  10  CFR 
211.51,  211.82. 

Section  211.11  provides  the  basis  for  a 
purchaser’s  entitlement  to  an  allocation  of  an 
allocated  product.  This  section  provides  in 
relevant  part: 

(a)  Basis  of  entitlement.  A  wholesale 
purchaser  or  an  end-user  entitled  to  an 
allocation  level  shall  receive  an  allocation 
based  on  its  conduct  of  an  ongoing  business 
or  maintenance  of  an  established  end  use. 
(Emphasis  added.) 

Section  211.11(d)  sets  forth  the  rule 
regarding  the  transfer  of  an  entitlement  to  an 
allocation,  stating: 

(d)  Transfer  of  entitlement.  The  right  to 
receive  an  allocation  shall  not  be  assignable 
separately  but  shall  be  considered  an 
integral  part  of  the  on-going  business  or 
established  end  use.  The  right  to  an 
allocation  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 
transferred  only  when  the  entire  business  or 
activity  of  the  firm  is  transferred  to  a 
successor  firm.  (Emphasis  added.) 


11  In  its  request  for  interpretation  U.S.  Steel 
specifically  asks  that  in  the  event  it  is  not  entitled  to 
succeed  to  an  allocation  of  propane  by  its  purchase 
of  the  Pasadena  plant,  “the  ARCO  allocation  be 
declared  still  operative  and  that  [DOE  determine 
that]  Shell  still  has  an  obligation  to  supply  ARCO.” 
Since  U.S.  Steel  does  not  have  standing  to  ask  for  a 
determination  of  the  allocation  rights  of  another 
firm  this  Interpretation  addresses  this  question  only 
to  the  extent  necessary  to  determine  U.S.  Steel's 
rights.  Although  ARCO  was  served  a  copy  of  U.S. 
Steel's  request  for  interpretation,  ARCO  has 
expressed  no  interest  in  the  request. 

“The  tern  "wholesale  purchaser”  includes 
wholesale  purchaser-consumers  and  wholesale 
purchaser-resellers.  10  CFR  211.51. 


As  stated  expressly  by  these  regulations, 
an  entitlement  to  an  allocation  of  a  wholesale 
purchaser  or  end-user  is  not  assignable 
separately  from  the  on-going  business  or 
established  end  use  which  is  itself  the  basis 
of  the  allocation.  Furthermore,  the  right  to  an 
allocation  can  only  be  transferred  if  the 
entire  business  or  activity  of  the  transferor 
firm  is  also  transferred  to  a  successor  firm. 

Allocation  levels  of  propane  are  provided 
under  §  211.83  only  to  end-users  and 
wholesale  purchaser-consumers  of  this 
product.  The  terms  “wholesale  purchaser- 
consumer”  and  “end-user”  are  defined  in 
§  211.51  by  reference  to  the  term  “firm.” 

These  definitions  state,  in  relevant  part: 

"End-user”  means  any  firm  which  is  an 
ultimate  consumer  of  an  allocated  product 
other  than  a  wholesale  purchaser-consumer. 
***** 

"Wholesale  purchaser-consumer”  means 
any  firm  that  is  an  ultimate  consumer  which, 
as  part  of  its  normal  business  practices.  .  .  . 
(Emphasis  added.) 

U.S.  Steel  argues  that  by  purchasing  the 
Pasadena  plant  it  purchased  an  entire  “firm,” 
thereby  satisfying  the  requirements  for  the 
transfer  of  an  allocation  set  forth  in 
§  211.11(d),  supra.  U.S.  Steel  apparently 
contends  that  this  construction  of  the  term 
“firm”  in  §  211.11(d)  is  consistent  with  the 
definition  of  “firm”  contained  in  §  211.51, 
which  provides  in  relevant  part: 

.  .  .  The  FEO  may,  in  regulations  and  forms 
issued  in  this  part,  treat  as  a  firm: 

(a)  A  parent  and  the  consolidated  and 
unconsolidated  entities  (if  any)  which  it 
directly  or  indirectly  controls,  (b)  a  parent 
and  its  consolidated  entities,  (c)  an 
unconsolidated  entity,  or  (d)  any  part  of  a 
firm.  (Emphasis  added.) 13 
However,  §  211.51  is  a  general  definition.  The 
provisions  of  §  211.11(b),  not  §  211.51,  apply 
in  this  case.  Thus,  for  purposes  of  applying 
§  211.11(d),  U.S.  Steel  must  refer  to 
§  211.11(b).  That  section  expressly  defines 
“firm”  as  follows: 

End-users  and  wholesale  purchasers  as  a 
firm.  (1)  For  purposes  of  defining  an  end-user 
or  wholesale  purchaser-consumer  in  this  part, 
a  firm  shall  mean  dll  parts  of  the  parent  and 
the  consolidated  and  unconsolidated  entities 
(if  any)  which  it  directly  or  indirectly 
controls  which  act  as  ultimate  consumers 
including  all  sites,  storage  tanks,  and  other 
facilities  or  entities  of  the  end-user  or 
wholesale  purchaser-consumer  that  utilize  or 
store  an  allocated  product.  (Emphasis 
added.)14 


“U.S.  Steel  points  out  that  under  §  211.106(b) 
each  retail  sales  outlet  of  motor  gasoline  is  treated 
as  a  separate  firm  and  claims  that  by  analogy  the 
DOE  should  also  treat  the  Pasadena  plant  as  a 
separate  firm.  See  10  CFR  211.206  (c)  and  (e). 
However,  by  its  own  express  language,  and  as  is 
evident  from  its  regulatory  history,  §  211.106(b) 
applies  only  to  retail  sales  outlets  of  motor  gasoline. 
See  39  FR  15960  (May  6, 1974). 

14  Compare  the  treatment  afforded  under  the 
recently  promulgated  §  211.11(b)(3)  to  end-users  and 
wholesale  purchaser-consumers  applying  to  DOE 
for  assignments,  adjustments  or  other  relief.  That 
provision  states: 

The  ERA  may,  in  considering  applications  by  end- 
users  and  wholesale  purchaser-consumers  for 
assignments,  adjustments  or  other  relief,  treat  as  a 


Accordingly,  an  end-user  or  wholesale 
purchaser-consumer  which  is  entitled  to 
receive  an  allocation  level  of  propane  for  a 
specified  use  under  §  211.83  includes  all 
entities  under  common  control. 

As  stated  above,  an  end-user  or  wholesale 
purchaser-consumer  entitled  to  an  allocation 
level  of  propane  receives  its  allocation 
pursuant  to  $  211.11(a),  based  on  its  conduct 
of  an  on-going  business  or  maintenance  of  an 
established  end  use.  Assuming  that  at  the 
time  it  sold  the  Pasadena  plant  to  U.S.  Steel, 
ARCO  was  still  entitled  to  an  allocation  of 
propane  based  on  its  base  period 
consumption  of  that  product  at  the  Pasadena 
plant,  it  would  continue  to  be  entitled  to  that 
allocation  provided  it  continues  to  conduct 
the  on-going  business  or  maintains  the 
established  end  use  which  is  the  basis  of  the 
allocation.  As  explained  in  Ruling  1974-3,  39 
FR  4467  (February  4, 1974): 

A  supplier  must  provide  for  allocation  to  its 
wholesale  purchasers  of  record  during  the 
base  period  as  long  as  those  purchasers 
continued  to  maintain  their  ongoing  business 
since  the  base  period.  .  .  .  Unless  the 
historical  purchaser  has  completely 
abandoned  his  original  ongoing  business  or 
conveyed  it  to  a  third  party,  he  continues  to 
have  the  right  to  an  allocation  from  his 
historical  supplier  even  though  (1)  the 
supplier  ceased  supplying  the  purchaser  since 
the  base  period  ...  or  (3)  the  purchaser  has 
moved  the  location  of  his  ongoing  business  to 
other  premises  since  the  base  period. 

(Emphasis  added.)  39  FR  at  4467,  4468. 

Under  the  facts  presented  in  U.S.  Steel’s 
request  for  interpretation,  ARCO  continued 
to  produce  ethylene  after  selling  the 
Pasadena  plant.  The  production  of  ethylene 
from  propane  clearly  qualifies  for  an 
allocation  level  under  §  211.83,  i.e.,  either  for 
“petrochemical  feedstock  and  process  fuel 
use”  or  for  “other  industrial  use.”  Pursuant  to 
§  211.11(a),  any  entitlement  to  an  allocation 
which  ARCO  may  have  had  from  Shell  due  to 
its  base  period  ethylene  production  activities 
was  based  on  its  continued  conduct  of  the 
on-going  business  of  producing  ethylene  or  on 
the  maintenance  of  the  established  end  use  of 
consuming  propane  in  the  production  of 
ethylene. 

However,  ARCO  could  not  transfer  this 
right  to  an  allocation  by  selling  the  Pasadena 
plant  to  U.S.  Steel  because  it  continued  to 
conduct  its  ethylene  production  business 
after  the  sale.  Under  §  211.11(d),  any  right  to 
an  allocation  which  ARCO  may  have  from 
Shell,  as  ARCO’s  historical  supplier  of 
propane  at  the  Pasadena  plant,  would  be  V 
considered  an  integral  part  of  the  on-going 
business  which  is  the  basis  of  the  allocation. 
Because  this  right  to  an  allocation  could  not 
be  transferred  separately  from  the  on-going 
business  of  producing  ethylene,  ARCO  did 
not  transfer  its  propane  allocation  to  U.S. 

Steel  by  the  transfer  to  U.S.  Steel  of  the 


separate  firm  any  part  of  the  parent  or  consolidated 
or  unconsolidated  entities  that  it  controls  including 
any  separate  site  or  facility.  45  FR  47671  (July  16, 
1980). 

See  also  §  211.86(f),  promulgated  effective 
January  1, 1980,  44  FR  60638  (October  19, 1979). 


59790  Federal  Register  /  Vol.  45,  No.  177  /  Wednesday,  September  10,  1980  /  Rules  and  Regulations 


Pasadena  plant,  which  was  only  part  of 
ARCO’s  ethylene  production  business. 18 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  July  31, 

1980. 

Lona  L.  Feldman, 

Acting  Assistant  General  Counsel  for 
Interpretations  and  Rulings. 

Appendix  B — Rescission  of  Interpretation 
Interpretation:  Apco  Oil  Corporation,  1978- 
51, 43  FR  40204  (September  11, 1978) 

Date  of  Rescission:  July  31 

On  August  11, 1978,  in  response  to  your 
request  for  interpretation  the  Department  of 
Energy  (DOE)  issued  Apco  Oil  Corp., 
Interpretation  1978-51,  43  FR  40204 
(September  11, 1978).  This  Interpretation 
addressed  whether  the  “B"  factor  of  the 
refiner  price  formula  in  10  CFR 
212.83(c)(2)(iii)(D)  required  the  exclusive  use 
of  the  “Y”  formula  to  compute  the  increased 
cost  of  purchased  products  when  no  covered 
products  of  the  type  “i"  were  purchased  in 
May  1973  but  blending  materials  to  make  the 
covered  product  of  the  type  “i”  were 
purchased  in  that  month.  We  concluded  that 
the  “B"  factor  required  the  exclusive  use  of 
the  “Y"  formula  and  thus  Apco  could  not  use 
the  alternative  “A-type”  formula  to  compute 
its  increased  cost  of  blending  materials  to 
make  the  covered  product. 

Pursuant  to  10  CFR  205.85(d)  we  have 
reexamined  Interpretation  1978-51.  Further 
review  of  the  specific  facts  in  this  case,  the 
regulations,  and  the  regulatory  history  of 

*6This  result  is  entirely  consistent  with  Fisher’s 
Fuel  Inc..  3  FEA  f  80.601  (March  16. 1976),  which 
recognized  that  for  an  allocation  to  be  transferred,  a 
significant,  severable  portion  of  the  transferor’s 
total  business  operations  must  be  transferred.  Any 
allocation  of  propane  to  which  ARCO  may  have 
been  entitled  at  the  time  of  the  sale  of  the  Pasadena 
plant,  based  on  its  historical  consumption  of 
propane  at  that  plant,  is  not  severable,  under 
§  211.11(d)  from  ARCO’s  entire  ethylene  production 
business  since  the  allocation  would  run  to  the  entire 
business  and  not  just  to  the  Pasadena  plant.  See 
also  Russell  B.  Newton,  3  FEA  f  83,138  (March  23, 
1976),  allowing,  by  exception  from  the  regulations, 
the  transfer  of  an  allocation  from  the  seller  to  the 
purchaser  of  a  firm’s  entire  business  of  refining  and 
distributing  petroleum  products  in  the  Western 
United  States  but  not  the  entire  business  of  the  firm, 
where  the  firm  met  the  “gross  inequity"  standard  for 
exception  relief. 


§  212.83  indicates  that  it  is  appropriate  to 
rescind  Interpretation  1978-51  because  the 
result  appears  to  be  inconsistent  with  both 
the  purpose  of  the  refiner  price  and  its  proper 
application  to  Apco.  The  purpose  of  the 
refiner  price  formula  is  to  provide  a 
reasonable  method  for  a  refiner  to  compute 
actual  increases  in  the  cost  of  purchased 
products.  Since  there  is  no  provision  in 
§  212.83  that  the  “B"  factor  required  the 
exclusive  use  of  the  “Y"  formula,  under  the 
facts  presented  by  Apco,  Interpretation  1978- 
51  is  incorrect  and  should  be  rescinded. 


Just  as  Interpretation  1978-51  bound  only 
the  requester,  Apco,  this  rescission  affects 
only  Apco.  In  addition,  this  rescisson  does 
not  relieve  Apco  of  its  obigation  to  comply 
with  other  DOE  regulations  not  expressly 
addressed  in  that  Interpretation. 

For  the  reasons  set  forth  above,  Apco  Oil 
Corp.,  Interpretation  1978-51,  43  FR  40204 
(September  11, 1978)  is  hereby  rescinded 
pursuant  to  10  CFR  §  205.85(d). 

Lona  L.  Feldman, 

Acting  Assistant  General  Counsel  for 
Interpretations  and  Rulings. 


Appendix  C— Cases  Dismissed 


A-365 . .  Texaco,  Inc . ........... 

A-415 .  Siegel  Oil  Co . . . 

A-382 .  Century  OH  Management,  Inc........................... 

A-404 .  Mobil  Oil  Corp . 

A-267 .  Shell  OH  Co . . . 

A-492 . . .  Honeymon  Drilling  Co.,  Ltd . 

A-545 .  Brock  Exploration  Corp . . . 

A-464 .  Parker  &  Parsley,  In . 

A-471 _ _ ... _ _  The  Superior  Oil  Co _ .................................... 

A-503 . .  Gerald  DuPont  Enterprises . . . 

A-505 . . .  Calvert  Drilling  Co. . . . . 

A-461 .  Williams  Exploration  Co . 

A-566 .  McCormick  Oil  &  Gas  Corp . 

A-499 . :. .  North  Central  OH  Corp . 

A-417 .  Energy  Consumers  and  Producers  Associ¬ 

ation. 

A-504 .  McMoRan  Oil  &  Gas  Co . .... 

A-537 .  Forest  OH  Corp . 

A-S27 .................. _ .............. _ .....  Standard  Oil  Co.  (Indiana).................. _ ..... 

A-519 .  Grigsby  Oil  &  Gas . 

A-475 .  Finders  Oil  &  Gas  Co . 

A-510 .  Seneca  Oil  Co . . 

A-524 .  Jones  &  Pellow  Oil  Co. . .... 

A-448 .  Kirby  Exploration  Co . 

A-447— .... .  Saga  Petroleum  U.S.  Inc . . . 

A-474 .  Rick  Buck  OH  &  Gas  Investments. ................ ... 

A-426 .  Deans  Power  Oil  Corp....................................... 

A-408 . .  Hamilton  Exxon  Service  Center.... _ ....... _ 

A-497 .  Knox  Industries . 

A-350 . . .  National  Association  of  Texaco  Wholesalers, 

Inc. 

A-528 . „ .  Texas  Oil  Marketers  Association . 

A-473 . .  Leede  Exploration . 

A-542 .  Southern  Gulf  Oil  Distributors  Association...... 

A-476 .  International  Carwash  Association....... _ ..... 

A-442 .  Emergency  Management  Assistance  Agency 

A-529 .  Brubart  Realty  Corp . 

A-480............................. . .  BTA  Oil  Producers . 

A-462 . .  National  Association  of  Texaco  Wholesalers, 

Inc. 

A-580 .  McCaffrey-Smith  Inc . ........ 

A-540 . . . . .  Yazoo  City,  Miss . 


Allocation  and  Price .  July  7. 

Price . *  July  8. 

Price .  July  9. 

Price . .  July  14. 

Price...- . . .  July  16. 

Price . . . . .  July  18. 

Price . . . „...  July  18. 

Price . - . .  July  18. 

Price.— . . .  July  18. 

Price .  July  18. 

Price .  July  18. 

Price..........................................  July  18. 

Price . —  July  18. 

Price . . .  July  18. 

Price . '. .  July  18. 

Price .  July  18. 

Price .  July  18. 

Price .  July  18. 

Price .  July  18. 

Prioe .  July  18. 

Price . .  July  18. 

Price . .  July  18. 

Price .  July  18. 

Price .  July  18. 

Price .  July  18. 

Allocation .  July  22. 

AHocation.. .  July  22. 

Allocation  and  Price .  July  23. 

Price .  July  24. 

Price . .  July  24. 

Allocation  and  Price .  July  24. 

Price .  July  28. 

Allocation .  July  28. 

Allocation . .  July  28. 

Price .  July  28. 

Price .  July  29. 

Allocation .  July  29. 

Allocation .  July-31. 

FUA . . .  July  31. 
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